This article presents a classification of conjectures on the text of the New Testament. It focusses on the types of arguments used by conjectural critics. The argumentation for a conjecture basically comprises (1) the perception of a problem (or problems) in the transmitted text and (2) the suggestion of a cause (or causes) for the supposed scribal change. Type (or types) of perceived problems and of supposed causes are classified, and illustrated with a range of important conjectures.
Introduction
The times are changing for New Testament conjectural emendation. This textual procedure, largely considered outdated in the second half of the twentieth 1 This contribution is part of the ongoing research project "New Testament Conjectural Emendation: A Comprehensive Enquiry" at VU University, Amsterdam, financed by NWO (Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research), directed by Bert Jan Lietaert Peerbolte (who is also research fellow at the University of Pretoria). First author Bart L.F. Kamphuis is the originator of the classification proposed in this article. We thank our colleague Martinus C. de Boer for correcting and polishing the English text. We take of course full responsibility for any errors that may remain.
Different scholars make different conjectures. Whereas Erasmus limited himself mainly to philological conjectures,7 Beza made many conjectures aimed at removing obvious errors or at harmonizing contradictory passages from different biblical writings as well.8 In later centuries still other types of conjectures emerged, such as the conjecture presented as the missing ancestor for a known set of readings (see § 3.2). The wide variety in kinds of conjectures shows the need for a systematic classification of conjectures, that is, a system of clearly defined categories which are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive.9 Such a classification will indeed be useful for all types of textual studies in which conjectural emendation plays a role. As an important tool for the analysis of the history of NT conjectural emendation, it aims to ensure that different scholars investigating different periods mean the same thing when using a certain characterization. It will also render the analysis of conjectural criticism as practised by specific critics or in specific periods more exact and verifiable.
The classification presented here results from an analysis of hundreds of conjectures from all periods of NT textual criticism, including the Church Fathers. After a short section on definition and method ( § 2), the classification itself is described ( § 3), and two more elaborated examples of classified conjectures are provided ( § 4) . The concluding remarks demonstrate some possible applications ( § 5).
Definition and Method
What is meant by the term "(textual) conjecture"? According to which aspects can conjectures be classified, and which form of classification is needed? We take conjectural emendation to mean the process by which a textual critic emends an allegedly corrupt text by advancing the supposedly original wording, which the critic presumes to be unattested, or, in any case, not uninterruptedly transmitted.10 Whereas "conjectural emendation" thus refers to the procedure 7 Beyond What is Written, 186. 8 Beyond What is Written, 327, [330] [331] For this common definition of "classification," see e.g. P. (specific or general, the latter also referred to by the term "conjectural criticism"), the term "conjecture" is reserved for the aspect of textuality, that is, the actual wording that is intended as an emendation of the text.11 As a first step, conjectures can be classified according to the proposed textual operation as such. This step is rather straightforward: a conjecture can be an addition, omission, substitution, transposition or a combination of two or more of these operations. This step possibly discloses a critic's preference for one of these operations, or the relative frequency of each of the operations within the corpus of NT conjectures, which could subsequently be compared with the relative frequency of types of scribal changes in early manuscripts.12
For the sake of understanding the history of NT conjectural criticism, a second step is more important, namely the argumentation provided by a scholar in defense of the textual operation. The argumentation should even count as an essential part of the conjecture. More often than not, it reveals specific ideas about the text and the nature of the transmission. These ideas differ from scholar to scholar and from one era to the next, and the classification provides the tools to map out such differences and developments.
The classification is, technically speaking, a typology. Each element is not positioned within a hierarchical structure, as in a taxonomy, but characterised according to variables-in this case, the use or non-use of specific textual operations as well as arguments-that are considered in parallel, instead of in sequence.13 16 In the literature on definition, the term "(conjectural) emendation" sometimes refers to the result as well, whereas 'conjecture' can be used for the procedure. Another term that can refer to both procedure and result is "divinatio." Deliberate scribal changes, though sometimes also considered as conjectures, fall outside the scope of our research, as they do not occur in an explicitly text-critical context. In all cases, it remains to be proven that their aim is to restore the original text form. 12 See e.g. the major study of J.R. Royse, Scribal Habits in Early Greek New Testament Papyri (NTTSD 36; Leiden: Brill, 2008) , who from his analysis of singular readings in 45, 46, 47, 66, 72, and 75 concludes that early scribes tended to omit rather than to add. From a statistical point of view, this would imply for conjectural criticism that a proposed addition is more plausible than a proposed omission. 13 See A. Maradi, "Classification, Typology, Taxonomy," in Quality and Quantity 24 (1990) 129-157.
3
The Classification
3.1
The Two Dimensions in the Argumentation: Problem and Cause As already mentioned, the more significant part of the classification are the categories that have been induced from the argumentation for specific conjectures. The key to this part of the classification is the observation that the argumentation for a conjecture contains two major dimensions: on the one hand, critics perceive different kinds of problems in the transmitted reading; on the other hand, they imagine different kinds of causes of the supposed scribal change (in their view: corruption).
Erasmus' famous conjecture on Jas 4:2 nicely exemplifies these two dimensions of problem and cause. Jas 4:2a runs as follows: ἐπιθυμεῖτε καὶ οὐκ ἔχετε, φονεύετε καὶ ζηλοῦτε καὶ οὐ δύνασθε ἐπιτυχεῖν ("You want something and do not have it; so you commit murder. And you covet something and cannot obtain it").14 Erasmus conjectures φθονεῖτε ("you are jealous") for φονεύετε, and writes in his Annotationes: φονεύετε καί ζηλοῦτε. I do not see how this word "you kill" makes sense here. Perhaps there was written φθονεῖτε and ζηλοῦτε, that is, "you are jealous and you seek, and you cannot obtain," and so [I conclude that] a sleepy scribe wrote φονεύετε instead of φθονεῖτε; especially since there follows "the spirit desires jealousy" [see vs. 5] .15
This conjecture clearly shows both dimensions. For Erasmus, the problem is the implausibility of the writer accusing his readers of killing each other in a passage that merely deals with conflicts and disputes among Christians. Therefore, he supposes φονεύετε to have been substituted for the original word φθονεῖτε, which seems to fit the context much better and therefore solves the perceived problem. For this scribal change, a cause is indicated as well: a scribe lost his concentration for a moment and unintentionally made a mistake.
Not every critic explicitly mentions both the perceived problem and the cause of the supposed change; especially the latter is regularly omitted. Sometimes scholars do not argue for their conjecture at all. In most of these 14 All translations of biblical passages are taken from the NRSV, unless otherwise mentioned. The "solution" part of the argumentation may contain an additional element. Critics sometimes provide examples of the same or cognate words either in the writing concerned (as Erasmus does in the example above, by referring to Jas 4:5), or in other writings of the same author, or sometimes in writings of contemporary authors, as a way of showing that the proposed reading is plausible for the author concerned. However, as such 'fitness' arguments do not contribute to the differentiation of conjectures, they are not strictly needed for the present classification. 19
Some of these categories were tentatively introduced by Krans in his discussion of the conjectural criticism of Beza, although he used slightly different terms there. The footnotes below relate the present categories to these "Bezan" ones. 20
Probably the first NT conjecture in history based on a text-critical problem was made by Bengel. At Matt 10:29, he found the variant παγίδα ("trap") for γῆν ("ground") in some Fathers, and conjectured the reading πάγην (also meaning "trap"), which could then explain the rise of both variants (J. the writer says elsewhere; 5) interpreted in relation to other sources and higher critical theory. At all these points, problems may emerge that seem insoluble at the respective exegetical level: the known readings cannot be brought into a satisfactory local stemma, or the passage shows a grammatical construction unparalleled in all old Greek literature, or an awkward combination of words makes it impossible to reach a plausible interpretation, etc. This alignment of the classification of problems with the structure of exegesis dovetails with Joël Delobel's observation that conjectural criticism takes place on the border between textual criticism and exegesis, and as such exemplifies how the latter two are "Siamese twins."32 The argumentation for a conjecture can, and often does, point to more than one type of problem (see the examples of Straatman and Turner in section 4). Depending on the strength of the argumentation, such a "multiple-problems conjecture" can receive approval exactly because the transmitted text seems to be defective on different levels. Here again the classification can be used as an evaluation tool.
3.3
The Second Dimension of Argumentation: Categories of Causes The second dimension of the argumentation for a conjecture is the cause of the supposed textual change. In contrast to the classification of problems, the classification of causes builds on a long scholarly tradition: the manifold attempts by classical and biblical scholars to classify scribal changes according to the different causes at work in these changes.33 Almost all of the categories of the causes of supposed scribal change listed below are also found in the literature Instead of "change," the terms "error" or "corruption" are also used. The former, however, is not well suited to refer to intentional changes, while the latter too strongly implies a value judgment, at odds with the "historical turn. on actually observed scribal change.34 This is not surprising: the several scribal changes manifest in the manuscripts, are, as it were, the toolbox conjectural critics carry with them to "fix" passages that seem to be corrupt. As the categories of causes listed below have all been induced from the argumentation observed in NT conjectures known to us thus far, it cannot be excluded with absolute certainty that ongoing research might lead to the addition of yet some other (sub)category. The list below generally reflects what is found in the literature, but the specific definitions of categories and the arrangement in groups of categories presented here results from the attempt to develop a classification that is as systematically structured as possible.
1.
Unintentional-all scribal errors, which fall into different forms of misperception, misunderstanding and confusion. 1.1. Misperception. 1.1.1. Dittography ("writing the same")-instead of proceeding from "where she was," the eye of a scribe went back a letter, a few letters or a few words, resulting in a double copy of this portion of the text.35 1.1.2. Haplography ("writing once")-the reverse of dittography; a letter or a sequence of letters was repeated in the exemplar; a scribe copied the first occurrence, looked back at the exemplar and proceeded to copy the text after the second occurrence, which was thus left uncopied.36 34 The only three categories not parallelled in the sources referred to in the preceding note are 1.3.6 "language error" and 1.3.7.4/5 "transposition of columns/folios" (Havet mentions a transposition of folios in the archetype of the extant MSS of the Panegyrici Latini, but there he is involved, of course, in conjectural emendation [Manuel, 134] The term "lipography" is used by Hall, who provides several examples of this phenomenon in the manuscripts (Companion, (190) (191) Aland and Aland (Text, 291) regard the replacement by a synonym as "chiefly intentional." However, in this classification Metzger is followed, for whom this textual change belongs to the unintentional "errors of the mind" (Text, 193 ). An example is the change of πάγην into παγίδα (indeed the more familiar word) in Scribal Habits, [181] [182] [183] [184] [185] [332] [333] [334] [335] 393, [534] [535] 602, [687] [688] [689] [690] If an author does not explicitly refer to a marginal note, for instance by using the word "gloss," we suppose the cause is to be tagged as "without margin." 58 E.g. Naber on Rom 1:29, φθόνου for φθόνου φόνου (S.A. Naber, "Ὑπέρ τὰ ἐσκαμμένα," Mnemosyne second series 6 [1878] 85-104 [101]); in "Τρίτον τοῦτο ἔρχομαι," 286-288, Naber makes no fewer than 22 conjectures on the basis of such supposed conflations, in most cases, however, leaving it up to the reader to decide which of the two conflated parts is original. 59
In Gal 4:25, Bentley assumes scribal adaptation ("repair") was applied after the insertion of a gloss. His conjecture τῇ δὲ Ἁγὰρ συστοιχεῖ ἡ νῦν Ἰερουσαλήμ, δουλεύει γὰρ μετὰ [τῶν] τέκνων αὐτῆς in Gal 4:25 ("Ad Joannem Millium," 96-98; cf. n. 56) not only involves the omission of the gloss Σινᾶ ὄρος ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ Ἀραβίᾳ, but also several minor changes to the transmitted τὸ δὲ Ἁγὰρ συστοιχεῖ δὲ τῇ νῦν Ἰερουσαλήμ (words in italics are regarded as unauthentic), in order to arrive at a grammatically and logically satisfying text. It may be noted in passing that by undoing the "repair" once needed because of the "damage" inflicted by the gloss, Bentley himself is in a way also "repairing" a text "damaged" by his own detection of the gloss. 60 E.g. Peerlkamp on Luke 16:21; τὰ ἕλκη αὐτοῦ was supposedly added by a scribe in order to make explicit the object left unsaid by the author; the author, however, would have had a completely different object in mind, namely τὰ ψιχία. Some NT conjectures appeal to two of the above types of causes for one conjecture,65 suggesting that two steps were involved in the textual change, often with the cause "repair" as a second step. Interestingly, the argumentative power of multiple problems (which function in parallel) on the one hand and multiple causes (which function in sequence) on the other are inversely proportional. As already mentioned, the case for a conjecture can be strengthened by each additional problem detected in the transmitted text, but it is weakened by each additional cause needed to bridge the gap between the conjecture and the transmitted reading or readings.66 Therefore it does not come as a surprise that in all the conjectures on the NT, multiple problems are much more common than multiple causes.
3.4
The Categories of Textual Operations Quintilian already knew that there are four ways in which one can make an error in writing: through addition, omission, substitution, or transposition.67 In textual criticism, this classification has been used to distinguish at a basic level the different ways in which scribes can alter their exemplar at a certain point. In the same way, the four categories can be applied to textual conjectures, to describe the proposed textual operation as such, apart from the underlying argumentation. Each conjecture involves an addition, omission, substitution 63 This term was coined for the present classification, as a suitable general term could not be found in the existing descriptions of scribal changes in NT manuscripts. or transposition of a part of the transmitted text (in the case of multiple readings, of the reading considered closest to the conjectured original reading), or a combination of two or more of these categories.
Two elaborated examples
The many conjectures mentioned thus far were only briefly referred to in order to illustrate specific problems or causes. As a fuller illustration of the classification, it is worthwhile to describe two conjectures more extensively. Both well-known conjectures discussed below involve more than one problem: Straatman's conjecture on 1 Cor 14:33b-35 and Turner's conjecture on Matt 26:68.
4.1
Straatman on 1 Cor 14:33b-35 One of the best-known NT conjectures is the one on the so-called mulier taceat ("a woman should be silent") passage in 1 Cor 14. Although the conjecture became popular in the second half of the twentieth century,68 it was already made in 1863 by the Dutch scholar Jan Willem Straatman.69 The passage runs as follows:
As in all the churches of the saints, (34) women should be silent in the churches. For they are not permitted to speak, but should be subordinate, as the law also says. (35) If there is anything they desire to know, let them ask their husbands at home. For it is shameful for a woman to speak in church. 70 Straatman considers this passage as highly problematic for several reasons. First, he points at the non-Pauline use of the word ἐκκλησία in vss. 34 and 35.71
4.2
Turner on Matt 26:68 One of the best-known "minor agreements" between Matthew and Luke (those passages in which Matthew and Luke diverge from their source Mark in the same way) is found in the words τίς ἐστιν ὁ παίσας σε-"who is it that struck you?" (Matt 26:68; Luke 22:64). If original in both gospels, these words raise a serious difficulty for the Two-Source Hypothesis (2SH), according to which Luke and Matthew did not use one another as a source. This problem can be classified as "extraneous (higher critical theory)": the two passages together are incompatible with a specific higher critical theory, which functions as a "source" of information, parallel to the biblical and extra-biblical sources of the first three subcategories of the category "extraneous."
Spurred on by the extraneous problem, Cuthbert H. Turner noticed, on closer inspection, a passage-related (content) problem in Matthew's text as well.75 Whereas in Luke the words τίς ἐστιν ὁ παίσας σε come naturally, given the fact that Jesus has just been blindfolded, in Matthew's text it seems strange that the soldiers ask Jesus who has hit him if he has not only just felt the blow, but has also seen the person hitting him. The combination of problems led Turner to regard the words in Matthew as spurious: "I prefer to conjecture that it is an undetected insertion by scribes, of the type of dozens of others that we can detect, into the text of Matthew from the text of Luke."76 The cause assumed here is "harmonization (without margin)." In its reception history, Turner's conjecture has become a cornerstone for the validity of the 2SH.77
5

Concluding remarks
The classification is intended, in the first place, to facilitate the analysis of the history of NT conjectural emendation. But it appears to be useful in two other respects as well. First, in classifying a conjecture, one is forced to study very carefully the arguments brought forward in favour of it. Thus the classification, developed as a tool for macro analysis, serves equally well on a micro level. 
